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Bobby J.  Davl  s 
United Sta tes  Department Of Energy 
P.O. Box 398705 
Cincinnati , Ohio 45239-8705 

RE: FS Work Plan 
U . S - DOE -.Ferns 1 d 
OH6 890 008 976 

Dear Mr. Davis:  

In August 1988, the Uni ted  States Department o f  Energy (U.S. DOE) submitted a 
Feasibility Study (FS) work plan fo r  the remedial ac t ion  a t  the Fernald site. 
The United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. €PA)  completed a 
preliminary review o f  this document i n  late 1988, but due t o  U.S. DOE’S 
mul t ip le  operable u n i t  proposal these comments here never forwarded t o  U.S. 
DOE. 

A s  dlscussed wi th  U.S. DOE i n  recent months, a FS work p lan  for  each operable 
u n i t  needs to be prepared and submitted t o  U.5, €PA f o r  review and approval. 
Enclosed is a copy of  the preliminary FS work p l a n  comments. These comments 
can a c t  as a general guide f o r  preparat ion o f  t h e  f i v e  operable unit FS work 
plans. 

The FS work plans should be submitted with in  t h i r t y  (30 )  days o f  the date of 
this l e t ter .  

- Please contact me a t  (312) or  FTS 886-4436, i f  there are ariy questions. 

Sincerelv. 

Catherine A. McCord 
Remedial Project Manager 

Enclosure 

cc: Maury Walsh, OEPA 
Graham Mitchell, OEPA-SWOO 
B i l l  Britton, Westinghouse 
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I 2 3 5  Section 2.2.3, Page 5,  Paragraph I: The f a s t  sentence contradicts 
the first point  of the paragraph, which s t a t e s  that  any actions a t  
this operable u n i t  w i l l  not be expected t o  impact other operable 
uni ts.  

Section 2.2.4, Page 5: The j u s t i f i c a t i o n  given for several areas 
being included i n  one operable u n i t  indicates tha t  there are  two 
d i s t i n c t  wastes that  are s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  and would m o s t  
1 i kely require d i  f ferent methods of treatment, Generally, when 
d i f f e r e n t  treatment methods are required, a separate operable unit  
can be created and technologies developed or assessed t o  address 
It. 

Section 2.4, Page 10, Paragraph 1, Reference t o  
plan does not describe how the l i s t  of p o t e n t i a  
in Table 2.3 was developed. 

Table 2.3: The work 
remedial act ions 

Section 2.3,  Page 8, Item 7: The objective shou d a lso s t a t e  that  
established standards are not necessarl ly protective. Therefore, 
the FS work plan  should state  t h a t  the target r i s k  range f o r  
carcl nogens. 

Section 2.4, Page 10, Paragraph 1: The FS work plan does not 
describe how Table  2.3 was developed. I t  appears that  the purpose 
of this table i s  t o  show the interdependency of  potent ia l  remedlal 
actions between operable un i ts  and between areas within operable 
units. Additionally, there i s  an interdependency of potent ia l  
remedial actions between operable uni ts .  This does not meet the 
intent of operable u n l t  concept. 

Section 3.4.6, Page 11, Paragraph 1, L a s t  sent<ence; The l a s t  
sentence and the three bullets should more closely parallel R I / F S  
qui dance. 

For source control actions, the following types of a l te rnat ives  should 
be developed to the extent practical : number of treatment a1 ternat ives 
ranging from one t h a t  would el iminate,  or mfnirnize the need for  long 
term management; one or  more a1 ternat ives that  invo lve containment; and 
a no-action a1 ternative. 

Section 3.4.6, Page 11: I n  accordance w i t h  R I / F S  guidance, 
groundwater response act ion should address the cleanup levels and 
timeframes. A1 ternat ives should be developed that achieve ARARs sas 
r a p i d l y  as possible. 


